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A COMPARISON OF EMR CXZLDREN IN SPECIAL CLASSES WITH EMR 
CHILDREN WHO HAVE BEEN REINTEGRATED INTO REGULAR CLASSES 

Abstract 

In order to cosqpare the acadtemlc and social growth of EMR children 
in regular classes r special class students were randomly assigned to 
regular classes (N ■ 17) or retained in special class (M ■ 14) and studied 
at three tine intervals: prior to, two months after assi^fnmentr and 
at ttie conclusion of the school year. There were no significant differences 
between the reintegrated and/ segregated children after two months. 
After one school year, the reintegrated Children were more internally 
controlled # had more positive attitudes toward scdiool, and %fere more 
reflective in their behavior. The hypothesis that more able students 
by the learning potential (LP) criteria would benefit from regular and 
special dass placements was partially si^ported. The high able (LP) 
children ea^ressed more positive feelings and behaved more reflectively 
in the integrated placement. The high able (LP) students performed more 
cosipetently oognitively than the low IP students. 



A CX)IIPARISON OP EMR CHILUSN IN SPBCZAL CXASSBS WITH ENR 
CHIIOFEN WHO HAVE BEEH REIMTS6RATBD INTO REGULAR CLASSES^ 

Milton Budof f and Jay Gottlieb 

Considerable attention has been directed recently toward the 
inadequacies of special classes as a priaary educational syst«n for 
educable nentally retarded (EMR) children (Budof f, 1972; Chrlstoplos 
6 Bins, 1969i Dmn, 1968i Lilly, 1970; MacMlllan, 1972). Dissatisfaction 
with segregated facilities for mildly retarded children has occurred for 
a variety of reasons. First, the efficacy studies have failed to denonstrate 
that spscial classes provide \ superior education than regular grads plaoe<- 
aent for these children. Second, there has been an Increasing concern 
with the effects of labeling and, concondtantly, with the nlsclasslflcatlon 
of children from low incraie and/or minority group backgrounds as mentally 
retarded. Concurrently, the school's Increased capability to deliver 
individualised programs for children with special needs, coupled with 
its socialising valiie as a source of normalising experiences, has rasulted 
in a rapid move away from the special classes in favor of Integrated 
educational placements as a primary delivery system for special education 
ssrvioes. Many school administrators have abandoned their special class 
programs and replaced them with resource rooms, learning centers, Itlnsrant 
tutors, diagnostic-prescriptive teadiers, etc. Children are being rwoved 
from segregated classes and placed Into regular grades, most often with 
specialised educational support. However, there is relatively little 
evidence available to attest to the effects of reintegrating EMR dhlldren 



2 



into regular classes after they have spent one or more years in a specs^al 
class. 

At issue in studies of reintegration is what advantages may accrue 
to the segregated £MR child who has spent one or more years in a special 
class and is now in regular c).a88e8. the efficacy studies are not relevant 
in considering these questions because they cocopared EMR children enrolled 
in special classes with those retained in the regular grades. Studies 
that demonstrate the desirability of reintegration must compare saB^les 
of special class EMR children who have been reintegrated with those re«- 
tainad ih special classes. Children who have been identified and placed 
in special classes are likely to differ from children yiho had never been 
identified and placed (Kirk, 1964). 

Although there are several reasons to wticipate that removing a 
diild from a special class and placing him back into a regular class would 
be viewed by him as a positive esqperience (i.e., he is no longer labeled 
and no longer looked at as "different**) , there is also the possibility* 
that reintegration might be viewed with alarm by the special class child. 
First, he is entering a class much like the one where he originally failed. 
He may question his ability to succeed now, since he was unable to do so 
in the past (Folman & Budof f , 1971) . Second, he is entering a new class 
where he, and perhaps one other chile are the only pupils irtio have had a 
prior history of special class placement. As Edgerton (1967) has indicated/ 
these persons expend considerable energy attempting to cloak their past 
history of retardation. The reintegrated EMR child may also spend mudi 
energy attempting to conceal his past special class status. Finally, 
the special class child may find his need for ai^roval (MacMillan, I972) 
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thwarted by his regxilar classmates, who do not accept him socially 
(GottliA & Budoffi 1973), and by his teachers, whose attitudes toward him 
are likely to become less favorable with continued contact (Alper a Betlshr 
1972; Shotel, lano, & McGettigarir 1972). 

The efficacy studies evaluated the effects of maintenance in regular 
classee versus special class placement by focusing primarily on academic 
achievement, though variables related to social adjustment were addressed 
usually by a general measure of personality and social acceptance. Walker 
(1972) reported significant achiev«nent and adjustment differences in 
favor of pupils in the resource room program in contrast to oontrpl 
students. Kodee (1971) , on the other hand, failed to observe 8igi«if leant 
differences in achievement or behavior among cMR pupils aissigned to 
resource rooms, special classes or regular classes. 

A recent series of studies has systematically examined areas in 
which the effects of reintegration might be evident. Following the 
contact hypothesis, Goodman, Gottlieb, and Harrison (1972) hypothesised 
that attitudes of normal children toward the reintegrated children would be 
more favorable because they were better known than the special class 
students to their normal classmates. The data, however, did not support 
the contact hypothesis. No differences in tiiB social acceptance of integrated 
and segregated retarded children were observed. In fact, male raters 
j'idged the integrated children as less acceptable than the segregated 
children. Gottlieb and Davis (1973) studied the social position of the 
sane integrated and segregated EMR children in an overt behavioral (play) 
sltuaticm. A regular class child had to select \ partner for a beanbag 
game from a pair consisting of a regular class and an IQ-deflned EMR child. 
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Of 28 possible dioices, 27 regular class children were selected as partners, 
regardless of Aether the EMR child was in the segre^ted class or had 
been Integrated. The results indicated a pervasive nonacceptance of 
the special education student, whether integrated or segregated, in this 
acJiievement-oriented situation. Gottlieb and Budoff (1973) replicated 
the Goodman et al. study with ^larger sample of cshildren in a rural town. 
l!he results s\:pported the Goodman et al. study and indicated that integrated 
daidren tended to be accepted less often than segregated ones. Integrating 
special class children into regular classes did not inprove their social 
acceptddility to nonretarded children. 

A second area of inquiry was related to the classroom behaviors of 
the integrated and segregated students. -Given that the integrated EMR 
diildren's regular class peers tend not to accept them, the investigators 
were concerned with examining whether they esdiibited behaviors that mi^t 
warrant this rejection. A series of classroom (A>servation studies was 
initiated to elcamine this question. 

Ganpel, Harrison and Budoff (1972) observed the structured classroom 
behaviors of segregated and reintegrated EMR and regular class children 
in the same suburban school in which the Goodman et al. study was 
ccmducted. The question was whether the reintegrated special class 
diildren engage in particular kinds of behaviors which single them out 
as being "different," and result in their social nonacceptance. Factor 
analysis of the twelve rated behaviors indicated different patterns of 
classroom behaviors for the integrated and segregated ENRs, and regular 
Class diildren. One factor identified with the segregated special class 
EMR students included a low incidence of self--stlmulation and restlessness 
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and a high Incidence of negative verbal Interactions with their classmates # 
physical aidcwardness , and aggressive acts* The other tMo factors character- 
lead the behaviors of subsets of regular class children* One factor 
described some children who showed a higher level of aggressive interaction^ 
low levels of attention and a high degree of variability. The second 
factor included two types of desirable behaviors-— low distraction and high 
positive verbal interactions* The integrated children were described 
less by an identifiable pattern of their own than by the absence of a pattern 
Plots of the veAal interaction data indicated the integrated children 
tended to avoid interactions # especially with their regular classinates* It 
may be that they avoided engaging in active behaviors whidi would draw 
attention to them. This tends to protect them from critical reaction, but 
is educationally nonprofitable, and personally restricting* 

Gaapel, Gottlieb # and Harrison (1974) cospared reintegrated and 
segregated special class children, ^ildren with IQs in the retarded range 
who had never been identified as mentally retarded (low IQ) , and intellec- 
tually average children; on the same behavior schedule. Ihe observations 
were made two months after all the students began attending the <;ame newly 
opened school* Segregated special class children manifested significantly 
higher incidences of negative behaviors than children reintegrated for 
two months* The classroom behaviors ^f the reintegrated EHR children did 
not differ from the low IQ and intellectually average grotps* 

Observatlcns on the same schedule conducted at the conclusion of that 
school year indicated the major oohtinuing difference between the segre-* 
gated and reintegrated stiadents was the increasing Incidence of prosoclal 
classroom behaviors displayed by the reintegrated students (Gottlieb, 
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Gaapel, & Budoff, in press). 

Reintegrated special class BMRs also esqpressed more positive attitudes 
toirard school than those retained in the special class. These attitudes 
tend to be similar to those expressed by their regular class peers 
(Gottlieb & Budoff, 1972). 

The first purpose of this paper is to report additional longitudinal 
data relevant to the effects of the reintegration of special class children 
when Contrasted to continued placement in the segregated class. Data 
were oollected at three points in time: diirlng the spring prior to place- 
ment when all the students were in special classes, and two months and 
eight months following the assignment to a newly opened school iirtien the 
students were randomly assigned to the integrated or segregated placement. 
In this paper, data relevant to the dcmialns of achievement, motivation, | 
cognitive style, and teacher perception of children will be 
reported. 

While it is necessary to ascertain the effectiveness of Integrated 

and segregated class placements, it is not sufficient. Of pi^rallel concern 

is the ability to specify characteristics of children that would render 

them likely ko succeed or not to succeed in a particular class placement. 

Since it is likely that a single educational program is not appropriate 

& Van Etten 

for all children (Adamson, /L972) , it beccxnes imperative to identify a 
child's abilities that may be related to his success in a particular 
school program. 

One aptitude variable that may help to identify the degree to which 
a child is likely to succeed in an Integrated educational placement is 
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his learning potential status (Budof f , 1967) . Learning potential repre- 
sents an alternative assessment strategy to the IQ score as a basis on 
%rtiidx to categorize children as mentally retarded. Unlike the IQ test which 
primarily assesses the extent to which a child has spontaneously acquired 
knowledge and school-related proficiencies from his natural environment, 
the learning potential approach provides the child with experiences 
appropriate to the solution of the task and assesses the degree to vAiich 
he is able to utilize the eaqperiences in nontrained instances of the problon- 
solving task. Learning potential lissessment replaces the traditional test 
with a three-stage procequre which includes a pretest, a training session 
in which appropriate problem-solving experiences are provided to the child, 
and a posttest. The poitttraining score is an optimized indicator of the 
low income diild*s ability to reason (Babad & Budoff, 1974} • Budoff, 
Heskin, and Harrison (1971) have shown that differences in response to 
the LP task may define an IQ*defined £KR*s educability. High able students, 
by the LP criterion, learned and applied principles of electricity tau^t 
in a ''hands on" model as well as nonretarded and regular class students, 
while the less able (LP) students who did not beo^ne more proficient on 
the reasoning problems after training also did not profit from the instruc- 
tion conducted over thirteen weeks. Unlike any other group, their post- 
teaching scores were similar to those of the non-taught, controls. 

The hypothesis that can be derived from learning potential (LP) 
assessment is that IQ-deflned EMR students who demonstrate proficiency on 
a reasoning task after problem-relevant training should also benefit from 
an Integrated, academically oriented, regular class curriculxun when they 
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are provided with appropriate support. Children who do not improve in 
posttest performance even after the problem relevant training may function 
as mentally retarded students in that they tend to profit to a minimal 
degree from conceptual learning under o^i^ized conditions and may be best 
served in segregated rather than regular classes. 

Method 

Subjects 

Thirty-*one chiljdren between the ages of 93 and 168 months participated 
as subjects in this e3q>eriment. The children had all attended segregated 
special classes in one of three i|iner«city schools for at least one year 
prior to their participation in the study. Stlbjects were attending schools 
that were scheduled to be demolished at the end of the 1970*1971 academic 
year. They were to be assigned to two special ;classes that were being 
formed in a newly opened sdiool which enrolled all the students of the 
three older schools. For purposes of this research, 14 subjects were 
assigned to one segregated class while the remaining 17 were integrated 
full«-time into the general education program of the sdiool with additional 
support from a learning center. Assignment to the segregated class or 
learning center program was made on a random basis after Ss had been 
stratified according to whether they resided in other neighborhoods and 
were bussed to school, or whether they lived in the school zone and attended 
their regular neighborhood school. Ihis procedure was en^loyed because 
prior data indicated the pos&ibility of EMJR children's social acceptance 
being influenced by the community in which they lived, and whether they 
were bussed to school (Goodman, Gottlieb, & Harrison, 1972). Two subjects 
in each of the two groups were bussed to school from out-of«-di8trict 



locations . 

The mean was 138.0 laonths (SD 15.50) for the iategrated group and 
139.07 months ( ±18.32) for the segregated group. Nine of the integrated 
subjects were male as were seven of the segregated grov?). The^ integrated 

group had a mean IQ (WISC) of 70.41 (±6.01) and the segregated group a 

/ 

itean IQ of 70.14 (± 9.15). One intec^fated and two segregated, children ware 
black. One integrated child was from a middle class background. The 
remainder were from homes where the father was either an unskilled ot a 
8emi*8killed laborer or was not present in the household. After adnfinis- 

tration of the learning potential ass€;i3sment, seven and eight high able 

I 

students and ten and six low able stiidents were assigned to the integrated 
and segregated treatments, respectively. 

The Remedial Learning Center 

The ea^rimental treatment to which the reintegrated subjects were 
exposed was a remedial learning center (RLC) . The RLC consisted of a 
double sized classroom staffed by three teachers—one experienced teadier 
*id two first year teachers—which acoonmodated approximately 20 children / 
at a time. During its first year of ope ration ,^w^th %riiich the present 
data are concerned, the RLC functionedVs an educational system designed 
exclusively to help children in educational need. Each session of 20 
diildren contained no more than one third of the former special class 
students. The remainde^ were regular class children referred by their 
classroom teachers because they aeeded special educational help, either 
remedial or enrichment, or because they could serve as tutors to the mentally 
retarded children. Subjects attended the RLC for approximately 40 minutes 
per day, five <^ays a week, although some former special class students 
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Spent larger portions of each day there depending on their educational needs. 

irfce RLC was organized as a series of activity stations within the 
-classroom, with each sector devoted to mathematics, reading^ otc. The major 
instructional emphases were on mathematics and r>n jifa-emotional development. 
Mathematics lessons concentrated on improv >.e objects* understanding 
df numbers and numerical operations through the use of manipulative materials. 

M 

nie -teadiers also helped the diildren wfth the problems the former special 
class children encountered in their new regular class placement. The 
teachers counseled them on appropriate ways to behave, some of the problems 
they would encounter, e.g., social rejection by their peers, and ways to 
overcome the problems. Although specific children were not assigned to 
one of the three teachers, children tended to attadh themselves to the' 
tead^er they perceived as most sympathetic to them. 

The Special Class 

The 14 control group diildren attended a segregated special class 

for the entire school da^. The special classroom was located on a ground 

'I 

floor location physically separate from the academic classroom areas but 
adjacent to the shop and homemaking classrooms. They interacted with the 
other diildren in the school only during the lunch period. The special 
class children were taught by a full-*time experienced special education 
teadier with the assistance of o student teadier in order to maximize the 
likelihood that, ^e experimental and control group diildren would have 
equal access to teadiers. In edition, another experienced special education 

teadier worked with half the claims for one hour each day in the sdiool 

I 

shop. The student-teacher ratio j in bdth treatment conditions was approxi- 
mately 7:1. \^ 
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Procedure 8 > \ 

Learning potential status was determined during the spring data 
collection prior to placement. All students were individually administered 
^ Sets A, AB, B of the Raven Progressive Matrices (1956) on the day prior 
to and the day following .completion of training, whidi consisted o^up to 
one hour's duration, in individual sessions. A training booklet ^ich 
contained nonteat problems dealing with pattern conqpletion, orientation 
of elements within a pattejfn, and dotable classifica^on problems was 
distributed to each child* The trainer reviewed the problems in the train- 
ing l)OOklet with each child. 

During development of the training procedure for the double classifi- 
cation problems, it was found that children could easily derive one 
attribute at a time, but often did not hold the first attribute in mind 
%Aiile thiy derived the second relevant attribute. The child "s understanding 
was facilitated by having him ^raw the relevant attributes, one at a time 
as he derived them. This procedure helped concretize the elements of the 
solutia j6>roces8 so that many children, after this type of practice, could 
do the double classification problems mentally with very little trouble* 
In this training procedure, the students were required to draw in the 
missing element for the design before they looked at the six choices pre- 
sented on the lower h^f of the page. The requirements of each problem 
type were presented In meaningful designs initially, e.g., an American 
flag %iith a piece missing, and then a geaaetric form to atttine the child 
to the basic format of ^the Matrices test problems. Individual children 
were called to indicate the correct choice, and to give reasons for their 
choice. A slide with the answer included allowed them to compare their 
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cftioioe^ and to correct it, if necessary. 

High able studentis by the learning potential criterion are those 
8t\2dent8 urtiose posttrainlng score approxiiaates a 90 IQ (i.e., 2/3 standard 
deviation for the score corresponding to the 50th percentile at the child's 
dironological age), regardless of pretralning level. Lew able students 
were those whose pre- and posttrainlng score did not attain the score 
equivalent to a 90 ZQ. 
Dependent> measures 

All Ss were tested either individually or in groups of 2 or 3, in a 
small room located in a quiet area of the school. Ss were tested three times 
on most Instruments. The first rowd of date was collected during the late 
spring of the school year prior to Ss* enrollment in their new school and 
^^le they were all attending special classes (Time 1) . Th^ second round 
of data was collected six weeks to two months after Ss were enrolled in 
the new school and assigned to e^qperimental or control group treatments 
(Time 2). Final data collection occurred during late May, 1972, near the 
conclusion of the first integrated school year (Time 3) . 

Measures were selected which represented four behavioral domains x 
adxievement, motivation, cognitive style # and teadiers* perceptions of 
behavior. Not all instruments were administered at three points in time. 
Tims pressures during the first and third data collections prevented 
several instruments from being administered, as indicated belcw. The follow- 
ing instruments, grouped by domain, were admir^ictered to all sxibjectss 

1. Achievement 

The Metropolitan Achievement Test was administered to all subjects* 
A reading standard score was obtained from the paragraph meaning subtest. 
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and th« arithmetic achievement standard score waa derived from the arithmetic 
CGB^tatioDS subtest. Axe Primary II level was administered to most Ss^ . 
with repeated testing on three occasions, enqploying parallel forms of the 
test. 

2. Motivation 

Sdiool Morale Scale, A 24-item instrument measuring attitudes 
toirazd school was administered to all Ss at the three points in time. This 
instrument, a modification of Wri^tsman's Sdiool Morale Scale, has an 
InUmal reliability of .71 and has consistently indicated differences in 
attitudes between children attending special classes and those %9ho were 
reintegrated into regular classes (Gottlieb 6 Budoff, 1972). 

Academic Self-Concept . This instrumsnt was developed frcn 
factor analysis of the Laurelton Self*Ccncept Scale (Harrison & Budoff, 
1972a, 1972b) . Twenty-eight items whose factor structure correlated with 
academic achievement were retained to comprise this instrunent. This scale 
was adbnlnistered three times. 

Projected Self-Concept . A 60-itam ''scale was developed for 
this research r whidi measures the way children think about th«selves (48 
items) and how they think other children perceive thtm (12 items) i this was 
administered twice, at the second and third data collection rounds. The 
instrument was scored es the percentage of response}^ in the hi^ self* 

. \; 

cono.pt direction r.lative to the total nuBber of ^tena' to irtiidi th. •Ubj.ot 

rMponded. j' 

Locus of Control . A 30-it«n queatidnnair. was iidadniatwed 
•ach itm of whldx rwpjired the subject to pretend that •onathing had Ju«t 
happened to him. S was asked to choose one of two options to explain why i 

i 

i 
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the hypothatlcal event occurred • One option always presented the subject 
as controlling the situation, \Aiile the second option involved an external 
source controlling the event • The instrument was scored in the internal 
direction, with a high score indicating a child who perceives himself as 
in control • The locus of control instrument was developed by Project 
Prime (Xaufinan, Seniael, & Agard, 1973) and was administered only during the 
third data collection round • 

Picture Motivator Scale > llhis scale is a 20«»item forced choice 
measure of a student's motivational ori^uatation, either intrinsic or 
extrinsic. Each of the items consists of a pair of activities from which 
the student is to dioose the one which he would most like to do. Badi pair 
includes one activity i^ich typifies an intrinsic behavior, while the 
other shows an extrinsically oriented betiavior. Haywood (1968) indicated 
that high scoring ''motivator^-orientod" individuals respond to intrinsic, 
<elf*actualising factors, e.g., a need for achievwent responsibility in 
the successful performance of taslcs. The low scoring '*hygiene-»oriented'' 
individual is motivated by extrinsic environaental factors. Be sees his 
principal satisfactions in the ease and comfort of the environment # has 
strong seeds for security, and avoids effortful task participation. This 
Instrument was administerd at all three times. 

Anxiety Level . Sarason's (1964) 24--item Children's Test 
Anxiety Scale was used to measure children's level of anxiety, and was 

administered only during the second point in time. 

/ 

Defep^ive Scale for Children (DSC) . A 40--item instrument, 
including lie scele and warm-up items, devel^>ed by Ruebush (I960), the 
scale measures "the tendency to deny the experience of negative feelings 



•uch 08 anxiety, hostility, inadequacy, etc." (Sarason, Hill, & zinfcardo, 
1964, p. 7) . This instrument was administered together with the Anxiety 
Scale. 

3. Cogtitive Styl^ 

Reflectiv ity and Impulsivitv . Kagan's (1965) 12-item Matching 
Familiar Figures (MFP) Test, designed to measure the child's level of 
reflectivity or impulsivity, was administered th^ree times. Two scores 
i#ere ccaqputed: number correct and latenby. 

Level of Aspiration . This variable was assessed by asking the 
subject to indicate how many X's he could write in a given period of time. 
Each subject was first allcwed one minute to con^lete as many ^ows of 20 X's 
as he could (standard condition) . He was then asked to estimate how many 
rows he thought he would complete during the next atteinpt. After writing 
his answer, s was given 45 seconds to coa^plete the rows (failure condition) . 
Finally, S was again asked to indicate the nunber of rows he thou^t he 
would cooqplet* and was given 75 seconds to do ho (s^icoesa condition) . A 
subject's score was the discrepancy between the nundoer of rows he indicated 
that he could complete and the nunber he actually did coB5>lete. A dis- 
cr«ipancy score was calculated for the standard, failure and success conditions. 
The level of aspiration measure was administered only during the second 
data collection. 

*• Taadiar's Behavior Rating Form 

A 13*item Likart format questionnaire developed by Cooperaaith (1967) 
in %ihicto the teacher indicates the extent to which the child engages in 
behavior that may be interpreted as representing a hi^ degree of social 
adjustment. Coopcrsmith interpreted this measure to be an overt behavioral 
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Indax of tha child's self -concept. 

I 

Design 

The data were analyzed in three phases, corresponding to the three data 
collection points (Times 1, 2, and 3). The analysis on Tine 1 sieasures 
assessed^ the pra^treatnent equivalence of the experimental and control groups. 
A Biultiv|u:iate analysis of variance was ccmducted on the dependent neasures 
collected prior to group assignment (Time l)t Matching Familiar Figures 
(number correct, latency), teacher's behavior ratings, r^^ing and arithmetic 
adilevement, academic self-concept, sdiool morale, and Pid^i^re Motivator 
scores. 

The measures collected following assignment (Times 2 and 3) were grouped 
into four variable domains and separate analyses of covariance were performed , 
on each domain at eadi of the two points of time. A multivariate analysis 
of. covariance was performed on the dependent measures in each of three 
variable domains t (1) achievemmt (reading and arithmetic), (2) motivation ^ 
(school morale, academic self -concept, projected self -concept, locus of 
control. Picture Motivator, anxiety*, success*, and failure conditions*), 
(3) cognitive style - Matdiing Fatadliar Figtires - nunber correct and mean 
latency, and Level of Aspiration measures. A univariate analysis of co- 
variance was performed on (4) teacher's behavioral ratings^^ In eadh 
analysis, covariates were scores \in the Time 1 measures in each domain that 
corresponded to the Time 2 and Time 3 dependent meastares, and factors were 
Placement (integrated versus segregated) and LeaTning Potential (LP) status 
(high able versus low able). 

* 

Administered only at Time 2 



17 

Results 

The multivariate analysis of the preasslgxffiient data Indicated that 
integrated and segregated students did not significantly differ on the 
Tine 1 measures; however, a significant effect was found for learning 
potential (LP) (P « 2.48, df • 8/20, £<.05>. Inspection of the univariate 
analyses on the eight dependent variables indicated that LP was statis- 
tically significant on three Time 1 measures: MFP correct (£<.01), 
reading (£<.01), and arithmetic achievement (£<.05). As Indicated In 
Table 1, the high able students by the LP criterion scored higher than the 
low able students on these measures. Uie multivariate If X Placomt effect 
was not significant. Indicating that there was no difference by LP status 
be^Men integrated and segregated students on the preassignment measures. 



Insert Table 1 about here 

Analyses of the Time 2 scores, covaried by Time 1 scores # revealed a 
significant multivariate effect of LP in both the achievement and cognitive 
style domains {P - 3.45, df - 2/2.4, £ <.05 and P - 3.12, df - 5.21, £ <.05, 

respectively) . High able (LP) students scored higher than low able students 

1 

In both domains, with significant univariate r-ratios obtained on arithmetic 
achievement (£ <.05), and on MPP correct and MFP latency in the cognitive 
«tyle domain (£<.01). There were no significant multivariate effects in 
the remaining two dcmains. 

Analysis of data collected at the end of one school year (Time 3) 
indicated significant multivariate effects in the adhievement^ motivation 
and cognitive style domains. The imiltivariate effect of LP was significant 



TABLE 1 



Means and Standard Deviations for Variable Domains 



Domain 



LP status 



Placement status 



Integrated 



Segregated 



Tl 



T2 



T3 



Tl 



T2 



T3 



Achievement 
Reading 



Math 



Motivation 

School morale 



high X 



low 



high 



low 



high 



low 



Academic self* 
cmcept 



high 



X 
SD 

Adj. X 
X 

SD 

Adj. X 
X 

SD 

Adj. 7 

X 

SD 

Adj. X 

X 
SD 

Adj. X 
X 

Adj. X 
X 

SD 

Adj. X 



41.00 39.71 45.43 
3.46 5.28 4.32 

45.64 

34.30 35.10 38.60 
7.69 6.15 2.84 
38.95 

47.71 5.0.00 53.29 
6.87 5.26 8.06 
47.11 — 

36.10 39.70 43.10 
7.11 8.27 9.41 

41.44 

11.43 14.57 17.00 
4.32 2.76 2.16 
17.01 

10.10 13.80 15.70 
4.38 5.49 3.20 

15.78 

18.14 17.71 19.43 
5.55 6.13 5.74 
18.22 



43.62 38.62 

6.61 11.39 

37.83 34.00 

9.72 8.41 

40.25 49.25 

9.92 8.81 
49.31 

39.50 40.33 
7.40 8.36 
40.72 

13.38 12.25 

5.63 1.49 

8.50 11.33 

2.59 1.37 

16.12 19.62 

5.22 4.07 



46.88 
7.81 
46.18 
42.00 
4.10 
42.09 
47.25 
9.35- 

43.83 
12.48' 



10.00 
3.82 
9.51 

10.50 
5.50 

11.02 

12.25 
7.05 

12.28 



TABLE 1 (continued) 



Domain 



LP statu8 



Placement status 



Integrated 



Segregated 



Tl 



T2 



T3 



T2 



T3 



low 



Projected self- high 
concept 

low 



Locus of control high 



low 



Picture motivator high 



low 



Anxiety level 



high 



X 

Adj. X 
X 

SD 

Adj. X 
X 

SD 

Adj. X 
X 

SD 

Ad j . X 

X 

SD 

Adj. X- 
X 

SD 

Adj. X 
X 

SD 

Adj. X 
X 

SD 

Adj. X 



17.60 16.60 19.30 

3.13 6.54 ' 6.00 

19.50 

.69 .75 
.16 .11 
.73 

.51 .62 
.14 .14 

.64 

18.57 

2.30 

19.17 

16.20 

4.24 

16.04 

7.14 6.43 8*57 
3.76 2.44 2.57 

5.40 5.20 - 5.60 
2.59 1.93 2.17 

10.29 

6.37 



17.17 17.50 18.17 

6.14 5.65 6.46 

19.20 

.50 .58 

.17 .17 

^ .55 

.51 .75 

.18 .07 
.79 

16.25 

3.01 

16.13 

14.33 

i.37 

1 

14.06 

5.00 4.12 7.00 

2.45 2.30 3.42 

5.83 5.50 6.33 

3.43 4.09 4.97 

12.62 

7.96 
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Domain 



UP status 



Integrated 



Segregated 



low 



Defensive scale high 
for children 

low 



Cognitive style 
Beflectlvity- 
Inpulslvlty : 
MFF score 



Reflectivity- 
i]q>ulslvlty ; 
latency 



high 



low 



high 



low 



Level of aspi- high 
ration t 



X 

SD 

Adj. X 

X 

SD 

Adj. X 
X 

SD 

Adj. X 
X 

SD 

Adj. X 
X 

SD 

Adj. X 

X 

SD 

Adj. 

X 

SD 

Adj. X 
X 

SD 



Tl 



T2 



13.57 
6.75 

15.80 
6.92 



T3 
14.10 
8.76 



5.86 6.71 8.43 

2.12 2.43 1.81 

6.74 8.36 

3.90 4.00 3.80 

1.60 1.63 1.03 

4.43 4.37 

12.29 21.19 18.94 

4.51 10.67 8.79 

23.17 19.33 

10.04 9.86 11.76 

6.92 5.67 6.02 

12.56 14.67 
1.10 

1.61 



Tl 



T2 



18.00 
7.25 

15.33 
3.08 



T3 
13.83 
6.37 



5.50 6.38 5.12 

1.41 1.92 1.73 

6.26 4.94 

4.17 4.50 4.50 

1.72 2.34 3.15 

3.90 3.88 

15.09 16.66 14.38 

6.10 5.67 5.09 

16.73 13.71 

25.20 19.23 14.53 

29.69 19.85 15.39 

12.33 10.11 

.67 

.44 
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TABLE 1 (continued) 



Domain 



LP status 



standard 



low 



L«vel of aspi- 
ration: 
failure 



high 



low 



Level of aspi- 
ration : 
success 



high 



low 



Teadtere* behavior high 
rating 

low 



Adj. X 
X 

SD 

Adj. X 
X 

SD 

Adj. X 
X 

SD 

Adj. X 
X 

SD 

Adj. X 
X 

SD 

Adj. X 
X 

Adj. X 

X 

SD 

Adj. JC 



Placement status 



Integrated 



Segregated 



Tl T2 



40.86 
4.60 

37.30 
7.15 



T3 



Tl 



.73 
.78 

.66 
.95 

.98 
1.01 

2.50 
1.48 

1.78 
1.17 



T2 



T3 



1.22 
1.05 

.75 
.50 

1.08 
1.02 

2.38 
2.31 

1.29 

.91 

42.62 

6.23 

38.67 

5.89 
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on scores in the achievement domain (P «.3.93, df - 2/24, £^<.05). without 
regard to placeinent, high able students achieved more than low able students, 
especially on the reading test (g^ <.01) and less consistently on arithmetic 
ooiqputation (£^» .17). 

l!he multivariate analysis performed on the motivation variables 
revealed ti#o significant effects: Placcaaient (F - 6.38, d£- 5/20, <.O01) 
and LP X Placement interaction (P « 3.28, df - 5/20, £ <.05). Examination 
of the five univariate analyses revealed that integrated and segregated 
children differed significantly on two measures, locus of control (p <.05) , 
and school morale (g^ <.001) , with a marginal trend on the academic self- 
concept measure (£ <.10). The adjusted means on these variables indicated 
that integrated children were more internally controlled, expressed more 
favorable attitudes toward sdiool, and regarded themselvea more positively 
as students than the segregated students. 

The LP X Placooent interaction was significant in the univariate 
analysis on the project^ self-concept (g <.001) and marginally so, on 
the academic self-concept (g « .15) measures. The l\igh able students in 
the Integrated placement attributed more positive attitudes toward themselves 
by others and tended to regard themselves more favorably as students than 
did high able students in the segregated pkcement. Low*able students in 
the segregated placement attributed more positive attitudes toward them- 
selves than the low able students in the integrated class. An interesting, 
though nonsignificant interaction, was that the high able (LP) students 
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In the special class eacpressed markedly fewer positive attitudes toward 
school than their integrated peers (adjvsted means of 9.5 versus 17.0 for 
the two groups, respectively). 

Multivariate analysis on the cognitive style variables (MRP number 
correct and latency) indicated that integrated students exhibited more 
reflective behavior than the segregated special class students at the close 
of the school year (Placement multivariate effect: F* 5.23, df « 2/24, 
£ <.01). Significant multivariate effects were obtained for LP (F « 7.10, 
df m 2/24, £ <.01) and the LP X Placwent Interaction (F » 4.62, df » 2/24, 
£ <.05). Adjxisted means on MFF correct indicated that regardless of 
plaoeMnt, high able students performed better than low able students 
(£ <.001) . This trend was stronger for children in integrated thto segre- 
gated placement (£ <.05). Integrated high able students displayed nore 
reflective behavior than the segregated high able students, while the 
reflective behavior of low €ible students did not markedly differ in the 
two placements^ ^ 

No main effects or interacti^ were found to be significant in the 
analysis of covariance on teadiers* behavior ratings at Time 3. 

Discussion 

This study examined the effects over a broad range of variable dosialns 
of the reintegration of special class EMR children into the mainstream of 
the school during the course of or^ academic year. Measurements were 
6btained prior to the new placement, and two months and eig^t months after 
the assignment to the special or regular class placement in a newly 
opened school building. 

Prior to and two months after Integration, there were no significant 



.6 



20 

/ 

differences between the special class s^dents placed in the integrated 
and segregated settings, only dlff^rffhces relating to LP status. Some 
discussions of the 8tigmat|zlng^^^ffects of the label **mentally retarded** 
iAqply that simply removing! the label by mainstreaming the child should alter 
the child's perception of jiis statiis, and presumably, influence positively 

his attitudinal responses and his behaviors. If this were the case, 

f 

differences in the attit\;4inal variables between the integrated and segre- 
gated special class children should have been apparent by two months 
following placement. A^l the students had entered a new sdiool building 

i 

from three smaller ^diools, and the teaching staff had been recruited from 
more than twenty sdiools within the city. Further, the principal had 
deliberately sought to mask the identities of the former special class 
students by trying to keep the teachers unaware of the previous placement 
of the experimental saoiple. llius, the ex«special class student's 
''reputation** tended not to accompany him into the new sdiool • Mere placement 
of the students in a mainstreamed program and removal of the manifest 
evidence of the formal designation ""mentally retarded,*" however, did not 
substantially alter the responses* or behaviors of the integrated students 
after this short period of time. 

Ihe situation in this study is different from the usual circumstances 
in which mainstreamed programs are developed. More typically, the s^ieclal 
class within a sdiool is simply disbanded, the children dispersed among 
several classes within the sa^oe school, and the special classroom renamed 
a **resource room.** The delabeled children are sent to the same teadier 
for only selected portions of the school day. Singly delabellng under 
these circumstances is even less likely than the circumstances of the 




21 



pr«8«nt investigation to produce substantive changes In the ex-special 
class student's achievement, perceptions of hiinself, others, or school, 
or in his behaviors in school, because the child's previous placement is 
known to the other students and the school facility. Also, contrary to the 
. expectation that simply delabeling the child will result in more positive 
attitudes and behaviors, anecdotal reports of teadiers and project staff 
early In the school year indicated that the reintegrated students tended 
to xithdrsM and Isolate themselves or to act in unusual ways toward their 
classmates, as If to test the limits of their acceptability, and possihly, 
to act^out* their personaL^mse of dlsoomfort. 

Major positive effects of the integrated placement were evident by 
the close of the sdhool year in this context, when the ex-special class 
student was provided with active educational and emotional st^port. In 
contrast to the segregated students, the integrated students showed marked 
differences In scores in the motivation and cognitive style variable domains. 
Examination of the means of th^ separate measures In the motivation domain 
after one sdiool year Indicates that the Integrated students felt more 
positively about their prospects in school, expressed an increased sense 
of centre?, vis-a-vis their environment, and tended to vioif their own 
capability as stxidents more positively* than when they were still in special 
class. Integratea children also displayed more reflective behavior than ' 
the segregated pupils* 

This finding differs from those reported by many ef ficaoy studies 
%fhidi state that the social and personal adjustment of special class diildren 
is sxqperior to that reported by EMRs retained in the regular classes. Itie 
findings of the efficacy studies are limited, however, by the fact that 



the reierenoa group to which the IQ-deflned EMPs are responding differs 

foi. the two groups. The special class students are esqpressing feelings of 

greater ease and' comfort in reference to their special classmates. By 

contrast, the reference group of those retained in the regular classes is 

their noTABMR classmates. Folman and Budoff (1971) have shown that when 

the special class students are asked about their feelings of comfort, they 

express a marked sense of discomfort toward regular class students # but 
« 

feel at ease with and even superior to their special classmates. In the 

present study the integrated ex-»special class students pressed greater 

feelings of comfort with regular classmates by the close of the first year. 

press) 

Gottlieb, Gampel, and Budoff ( in / found a greater incidence of prosocial 

classroom behaviors # and a decrease in physically aggressive classroom 

I 

behaviors by integrated children in contrast to their segregated peers, 
demonstrating that the integrated children used the opportunities of the 
mainstreamed program constructively. However, after one school year, 
they were experiencing strain and discomfort, as was evidenced by the 
greater incidence of verbally aggressive behaviors thai* was displayed by 
their regular classmates. If one interprets the motivation and cognitive 
styjLe domains and the supporting evidence from the Gottlieb, et al. study 
as representing aspects of the adjustment process, these findings provide 
evidence of an on-going process of adjustment that is positive in its basic 
thrust. Anecdotal support for this conclusion was provided by some re* 
integrated children who spontaneously thanked the project staff for removing / 
them from the special class. ^ 

The reintegrated students experience certain persisting problms, however. 
Gottlieb and Budoff (1973) have indicated that they are not socially accepted 
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by their regular class peers, even after considerable periods in the main* 

stream of the school. Teachers have supported this finding anecdotally by 

indicating that ex-special class students tend to be individually isolated 

in free play situations. While this first y^ar aE^ars to be viewed as a 

year of opportunity, we imist be alerted to the possibility that the positive 

attitudes and classroom behaviors may not persist if theex-special class 

« 

child continues to feel isolated from his peers and re-experiences his 
sense of incon^tence in school. Considerable energy must be focused on 
helping the diild find ways that allow him to sec his own positive progress 
in school, and on research to understand how these diildren's social 
acceptance in their peer society can be enhanced. 

The hypothesis that response to learning potential training does 
provide evidence of a more general probl^*-solving capablli^ was supported 
*jy the differences evident among the special/ class saaqples during the data 
collection prior to and one year after placement in the new school. At 
both points, more able students by the learning potential criterion had 
higher achievement scores and demonstrated more reflective behavior than 
their low able (LP)' classmates. * 

More critically for this study, there is evidence in support of 
the predicted attitude by treatment interaction. After one year in the 
integrated placement, the more able students, as defined by their response 
to the LP training, benefited more than the low abld students from the 
integrated placement. The more able (LP) stxidents felt that others regarded 
them more positively when they were malnstreamed thai^ when they were 
segregated, while the least &ble (LP) special class students reported 
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others* attitudes toward them were more favorable ^en th^ were In the 
segregated condition. These results, which provide further validating 
evidence for the utility of the test- train-test learning potential assess- 
ment procedure, are particularly significant because they predicted 
outccnes in two different educational treatments. 

Special classes are conqposed of students with diverse educational 
and personal needs who have been group^ in the past largely by a 
scholastic aptitude score (IQ) (Smith, 19*^4). The IQ has been strongly 
criticised as a discriminatory instrument ^en used with children from 
culturally differlsnt backgrounds, e.g., low income and/or minority grotp 
backgrounds. Yet special classes for the BMR are disproportionately 
populated with children from these badcgrounds. The studies lAilcfa 
examined the efficacy of special class placament for IQ-deflncfd EMRs 
often reported that those maintained in the regular classes without 
special hAip had higher levels of academic achievement that those assigned 
to special classes. These findings av*e suspect because large numbers 
of the students in both the regular and special class placements must 
have been from low Income homes.* A significant proporticni were undoubtedly 
more capable than their low IQ scores Indicated (Budoff fi Gorman, 1974). 
- The findings of this study indicate that the more able (If) student placed 
in the special class felt oppressed by the placement as Indicated by the 
low self-esteem and poor attitudes toward school he expressed. If one 
posits that Alldren who regard their sdiool experience positively will 
be more effective learners over the multi-year period of the efficacy 
studies, (e.g., Goldstein, Moss, & Jordan, 1965), the more able students 
In the specled. class tenoud not to learn as effectively as those 
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maintained in the regular 'classes, resulting in the finding of low achieve- 
ment scores. The educational effectiveness of the special class may have 
been blunted by the social ascription of stigma fro.i nonEMR peers 
es^rienced by more able students assigned by the IQ criterion. This 
may be the reason why Goldstein, et al. (1965) found that higher IQ 
children ( >eO) performed better academically in the regular than the 
special classes, while those EaiR children whoee IQ scozes were below 80 
did better in the special class. 

Nhat is required are more defined conceptions of the goals of the 
different educational treatments available which would suggest more 
effective criteria by which to assign slow learning students to special 
educational placements, without these criteria, assignment of diildren to 
the most effective educational setting f or ^ them will continue to be 
difficult. Learning potential assessment, by focusing on the capability 
of lew school achieving students to profit from training experiences on 
critical skills, «^g, abstract reasoning processes, did differentiate 
among these students 1^ regard to response to two different special edu«- 
cational settings within the one year of the intervention. 

A persisting dilemma in these results involves the failure to find 
differences in academic achievement between the two placements after one 
sdiool year. Response to LP assessment was associated with differences 
in this domain, particularly with regard to reading, but the main effect 
for placement and the predicted interaction on adiievement were not 
significant. Several reasons can be suggested. One year may simply not 
be sufficient time in which to e^qpect dramatic dianges in scholastic 
adiievement, since students in the integrated setting may expend 



26 



considerable energy testing the new environment and trying to diecpver 
their personal strengths in this new and probably anxiety-laden world In 
which they did fall at least once before. Seme evidence that a longer time 
is required Is Indicated by recent findings in an evaluation of the second 
year following *r«lntegration of special class students. Gottlieb (1974) 
showed that when appropriate educational si^port was provided, there were 
substantial increaents in reading and matli scores during this second post 
Integration year, although the first yearns scores showed no such change. 
Hhe Integrated former special class students gained an average of nearly 
one full year in reading and math scores. 

There are also social^ system variables that may deter the Initial 
adilevements of these students in a school that had previously segregated 
- its EMR studenti. When interviewed at the end of the school year, both 
eiqperienced special and regular education teachers, without exoeptl<m, 
indicated that the children fared better socially in the integrated 
setting. In the academic area, sons teachers stated that they perceived 
little difference in the performance of these students in special or 
regular classes. Others indicated that they are best educated in special 
classes. Not one of the teachers (approximately 25) indicated that the 
dilldren learned more in regular classes. 

l!he process of helping these special class students adjust to a 
malnstreamed program occurred against a background of reslstenoe by the 
regular education staff. Discussions with the teasers during the year 
indicated that they tended not to vl#r these bhlldren as their educational 
responsibility but as the responsibility of the learning center (special 
education) staff. As a result, the time the Integrated students spent In 
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the regular cla^s appeared not to be educationally useful to them, since 
there was little evidence of programming to the diild's special educational 
needs. By contrast, the total effort of the special class teadier was 
oriented toward providing appropriate educational experiences to her class 
of students* 

Observations and interviews with the learning cmter staff and the 
regular education teachers did indicate a greater pattern of acceptance 
of the malnstreamed students during the second year of this program. 
The critical variables i^ipeared to be the continued existence of the^ 
learning center, and learning center staff who comunicated effectively 
with the regular education faculty, increasing recognition by the regular 
education staff that the learning center staff was generally available 
to help them with all their ciiildren, either by direct service or consulta- 
tion. In our experience, this process does not happen without considerable 
effort expended by learning center staff with the regular class teachers 
and administrators. Ihus, concomitantly with the special child's long* 
term process of adjustment and accomplishment within the mainstreimed 
setting r a parallel and equally active long- term process of staff acceptance, 
understanding, and willingness to adapt their progranndng to the needs of 
the special diild must be pursued. 

Finally, one methodological issue must be considered: the generalise- 
ability of data obtained from one special class. As will be recalled, 
the integrated (diildren attended several regular classes while the segregated 
sasqple attended one special class. ^Therefore, variance due to teacher or 
classroom effects could not be controlled or isolated. Inspection of the 

o4 
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Mans and standard deviations in Table 1 indicates that variability was 
oooqparable for integrated and special class students* Given that the 
variability between special classes is not greater than the within class 
variability, at least as it relates to cognitive variables (Smith, 1974), 
and that social interaction data are conparjable in several special classes 
(GMpel, Gottlieb, a Harrison, 1974), the investigators do not 

anticipate that the single special class employed in this investigation 
serloosly reduces the generallzeabillty of the findings, though clearly 
this will have to be tested in subsequent studies. 



/ 



29 



References 

AdaMon, G., fi Van Etten, 6. Zero reject model revisited: A workable 
alternative. Exceptional Children » 1972, 38, 735-738. 

Alper, S., & Retieh, P.M* A comparative study of the effects of student 

/ 

teaching on the attitudes of studoita in special education, elementary 

education, and secondary education. Training School Bulletin , 1972, 

§2/ 70-77. / 
Babad, E. , & Budoff , M. Sensitivity ind validity of learning potential 

measurement in three levels of ability. Journal of Educaticnal 

Psydxoloqy. 1974, 66, 439-447. / 
Budoff, M. Learning potential among Institutionalised young adult retardatas* 

American Journal of Mental Defkciency, 1967, 72, 404-411. 
Budoff M. Providing special education wiithout special classes. Journal 

of School Psychology , 1972, 10, 199-205. 
Budoff, M. , & Gorman, L. Demo^aphic and psychometric factors related to 

ioqproved performance on the Kohs Leaminjg Potential precedure. Mierican 

Journal of Mental Deficiency, 1974, 78, 578-585. 
Budoff, M., Meskin, J., & Harrison, R. H. Educational test of the learning 

potential hypothesis. American Journal of Mental Deficiency^ 1971, 

76, 159-169. 

Quristoplos, P., & Rens, P. A critical examination of special education 
programs. Journal of Special Educatiwi , 1969, 3^, 371-380. 

Goopersmith, S. The antecedents of self-estaan. San Francisoos W. H. 
Freeman & Co., 1967* 

Duni^^ L. M. Special education for the mildly retarded— Is much of it 
justifiable? Exoeptional Children , 1968, 34, 5-22. 



ERLC 



vi6 



30 



Bdgerton, hJ Cloak of competence , Berkeley: University of California 
Press r 1^67. 

Polnan, R*, Budoff, M* Attitudes toward school of special and regular 
class adolescents. Studies in Learning Potential , 1971, 2^, 32. 

Gas^l, H., Gottlieb, J*, 6 Harrison, R. H. A comparison of the classroom 
behaviors of special class BMR, integrated EMR, lo»r IQ, and nonretarded 
children. American Journal of Mental Deficiency , 1974^ 79, 16-^21. 

Gai^el, D. H., Harrison, R« H. , & Budoff, M. An observational study of 
segregated and integrated EMR diildren and their nonretarded peers: 
Can vie tell the dif f erenoe by looking? Studies in Learning Potential , 
1972, 2, 27. 

Goldstein, H*, Moss, J*, Jordan, L* J. The efficacy of sp ecial class 

training on the development of mentally retarded d\ildren> Urbane, lll.t 

Otoiversity of Illinois, 1965. 
Goodman, H. , Gottlieb, J., 6 Harriitfon, R. H« Social acceptance of BMRs 

Integrated into a nongraded elamentary school. American J ournal of 

Mental Deficiency, 1972, 76, 412-417. 
Gottlieb, J* Suaaary of Evaluation for Elm Park Remedial Learning Center, 

Year Two. unpublished report. Research Institute for Educational 

Problems, 1974. 

Gottlieb, J., 6 Budoff, M. Attitudes toward sdiool by segregated and 

integrated retarded children t A study and experimental validation. 

Proceedings of the American Psychological Association, 1972, 713-714. 
Gottlieb, J., Budoff, M. Social acceptability of retarded children in 

nongrmied sdiools differing i.: architecture. American Journal of 

MMital Deficiency , 1973, 78, 15- x9. 



31 

Gottlieb, J., & Davis, J. E. Social acceptance of EMRs during overt 

behavioral interaction. American Journal of Mental Deficiencgy , 1973, 
78 # 141-143. 

Gottlieb, J., Gampel, D. H. , s Budoff, M. Classroom behavior of retarded 
children before^ and after reintegration into regular classes. ^ 
Journal of Special Education^ in press. 

Harrison, R. H., s Budoff, M. . A factor analysis of the Laurelton Self- 
Concept scale. American Journal of Mental Deficiency, 1972, 76, 
446-459. (a). 

Harrison, R. H., fi Budoff, M. Demographic, historical^ and ability 

correlates of the Laiurelton Self-Concept Scale in an EMR sample. 

American Journal of Mental Deficiency ^ 1972, 76, 460-480. (b) 
Hay%«ood, H. C. Motivational orientation of over achieving and underachieving 

el«nentary school children. American Journal of Mental Deficiency ^ 

1968, 72, 662-667. 
Kagan, J. Reflection-iapulsivity and reading ability in primary grade 

\ 

\ children. Child Develogment > 1965, 36, 609-628. 
Kaufinah, M. J., Seonel, m. i., & Agard, J. A. PROJECT PRIMEi Progx unmed 

reentry into mains treamed education. U. S. Office of Education, 

Bureau for the Education of the Handicapped, 1973. 
Kirk, S. A., Research in education. In H. A. Stevens and R. Heber (Eds^) , 

Mental Retardation . Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1964. 
Lilly, M. S. Special education: A teapot in a tempest. Exceptional Children i 

1970, 37, 43-48. 

MacMillan, D. L. Motivational style: An important consideration in programs 
for EMR-labeled children. Journal of School Psychology , 1972, 10, 
ir-116. 



ERiC 



32 



Rav^n, J. C. Coloured progressive matrices t Sets At AB^ B> London s 

H. X. Lewis S Co., Ltd., 1956. 
Rodee, M. W. A study to evaluate the resource teacher concept irtien used 

with high level educable retardates at the prinuury level. Unpifclished 

doctoral dissertation. The university of Iowa, 1971. 
Rnebush, B. K. Children's behavior as a function of anxiety and 

defensiveness. unpublished doctoral dissertation, Yale University, 

1960. 

Sarason, S. B. , Hill, K. T., & zlaibardo, P. G. A longitudinal study of 

i 

the relation of test anxiety to performance on intelligenoe and 
achievement tests. Monograph Society for Research In Child Developments 
Serial No. 98, 1964. 
Shotel, J. R., lano, R. P., 6 McGettigan, J. £. Teacher attitudes associated 
with the integration of handici^ped children. Exceptional Children^ 
1972^ 38, 677-683. 

aelth, I. L. Statistical realities of special class distributions. Amaricen 

r 

Journal of Mental Deficiency ^ 1974, 78, 740-747. ' 
Walker, v. the resource room model for educating educable mentally retarded 
diildren. Unpublished doctoral dissertation. Temple University, 1972. 




33 



Footnotes 

\VhiB research was performed pursuant to Grant OEa^0-8-oe05O6«-4597 
£ro» the\ Bureau of the Educati<»i . f or the Handicapped and Grant NE-G-00- 

3-0016 £r^ the National Institute of Education. The authors Wish to 

I 

thank Mr. Charles Burack, Nr. James Underwood, and Nr. Evans Tsoules for 
their stqpport and assistance. The authors would also like to esqpress 
their appreciation to Dra. Robert H. Harrison and Louise Conuin for their 
assistance with the statistical analyses. Finally, the authors express 
their appreciation to Dr. Samuel i.. Guskin for his critical and insi^tful 
oonnents. 
2 

Systematic data during the second year of the program are available t 
but the saa^le sizes are very small. The positive iiQ>ressions of the 
Learning Center program were so strong during this year that 'the principal 
and special education staff felt compelled to integrate ^11 the special 
class controls. By February, only one or two studenti? remained in the 
special class and these were integrated for substantial .portions of the . 
school d9Cjf by April. 
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